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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-21 are pending in the present application. Claims 1, 8, 15, and 21 
are independent. Claims 1, 8, 15, and 21 are amended. 

The courtesies extended to Applicant's representatives by Examiner of 
Record Pramila Parthasarathy during the interview held on September 24, 2008, 
are appreciated. The reasons presented at the interview as warranting favorable 
action are incorporated into the remarks below and constitute Applicant's record of 
the interview. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
In sections 6-17 on pages 2-5, the Office Action rejects claims 1-21 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,600,744 to Carr et al 
(hereinafter "Carr"). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection for the reasons 
listed below. 

Exemplary embodiments of the invention save memory storage space by 
sharing rules between interfaces rather than just copying the rules, thereby 
reducing the cost and power consumption of a line card, as disclosed in paragraph 
[0008]. As further disclosed in paragraph [0017], saving shared sets of rules in a 
single ACL can realize a significant saving of TCAM storage and large scaling 
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benefits. In an example where there are 100 interfaces, the present technique may 

save 2575 rules instead of the 10,000 rules that are typically saved. 

As amended, independent claims 1, 8, 15, and 21 now recite "wherein 
Ternary Content Addressable Memory (TCAM) storage space is saved by storing the 
shared set of rules in a first Access Control List (ACL)" (emphasis added). 
Enabling and descriptive support for the amended recital appears throughout 
Applicant's originally filed specification, drawings, and original claims including, 
but not limited to, paragraph [0022]. 

In contrast, Carr, as recited on lines 16-18 of col. 5, stores rules "in a manner 
consistent with typical DRAM memories." As agreed during the interview held on 
September 24, 2008, Carr lacks any disclosure of saving space by separately storing 
shared sets of rules. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that Carr fails to 
disclose, teach, or suggest the subject matter of claims 1, 8, 15, and 21 of having 
TCAM storage space saved by storing the shared set of rules in a single ACL. 
Consequently, Applicant respectfully submits that independent claims 1, 8, 15, and 
21 are allowable over the references of record. 

During the interview held on September 24, 2008, the Examiner requested 
that the claims be amended to recite actual use of the shared set of rules. In 
response, Applicant hereby amends independent claims 1, 8, 15, and 21 to also 
recite "searching both the first ACL and the second ACL." Each interface is 
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associated with two ACLs, at least one which is a shared ACL while, as also recited 

in independent claims 1, 8, 15, and 21, the other ACL is for "storing a set of rules 

specific to oiily the first interface. Enabling and descriptive support for the 

amended recital appears throughout Applicant's originally filed specification, 

drawings, and original claims including, but not limited to, paragraphs [0022] and 

[0024]. 

Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-7 are allowable based at least 
upon their dependence from claim 1 for the reasons stated above in connection with 
claim 1. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 9-14 are allowable based at 
least upon their dependence from claim 8 for the reasons stated above in connection 
with claim 8. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 16-20 are allowable based 
at least on their dependence from claim 15 for the reasons stated above in 
connection with claim 15. Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-7, 9- 
14, and 16-20 are allowable at least on the basis of their x^espective dependencies 
from allowable independent claims. 

For at least the preceding reasons, Applicant respectfully requests that the 
rejection of claims 1-21 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) be withdrawn. 

During the interview held on September 24, 2008, the Examiner helpfully 
identified U.S. Patent No. 7,133,914 to Holbrook (hereinafter "Holbrook") as 
relevant to the pending claims. Applicant respectfully notes that Holbrook was 
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addressed in the Amendment filed on March 24, 2008. As stated on page 12 of that 

Amendment, Holbrook describes a method for merging multiple ACLs into a single 

ACL. As shown in Fig. 2 of Holbrook, each network interface 260 in router 200 is 

associated with multiple ACLs 210, 

Thus, Holbrook discloses a one-to-many relationship between interfaces and 

ACLs, not a one-to-many relationship between ACLs and interfaces. Because 

Holbrook does not disclose, teach, or suggest that an ACL is shared by two or more 

interfaces, Holbrook lacks subject matter recited in independent claims 1, 8, 15, and 

21 of having "at least one of the sets of rules being a shared set of rules also 

associated with a second interface " (emphasis added). Therefore, Applicant 

respectfully submits that claims 1, 8, 15, and 21 and their dependents are allowable 

over Holbrook. 

During the interview held on September 24, 2008, the Examiner also 
helpfully identified U.S. Patent No. 7,366,830 to Maheshwari (hereinafter 
"Maheshwari") as relevant to the pending claims. As depicted in Fig. 2, 
Maheshwari discloses range rule descriptions for use with an ACL. See lines 14-15 
of col. 3. 

Maheshwari, as further disclosed in lines 64-65 of col. 4, reduces the number 
of rows or entries within ACL 400. This compression technique involves row 
expansion reduction by inversion, as disclosed in lines 36-39 of col. 7. However, 
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Applicant respectfully submits that Maheshwari fails to disclose, teach, or suggest 

the subject matter of claims 1, 8, 15, and 21 of having a "shared set of rules/' 

Instead, as disclosed in lines 23-30 of col. 9, Maheshwari's decision node 

compression permits an array to support the same number of match rules with 

fewer TCAM cells. Maheshwari does not reduce the total number of rules by storing 

every shared rule in a single ACL. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that 

claims 1, 8, 15, and 21 and their dependents are also allowable over Maheshwari. 

Conclusion 

While we believe that the instant amendment places the application in 
condition for allowance, should the Examiner have any further comments or 
suggestions, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner telephone the 
undersigned attorney in order to expeditiously resolve any outstanding issues. 
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In the event that the fees submitted prove to be insufficient in connection 
with the filing of this paper, please charge our Deposit Account Number 50-0578 
and please credit any excess fees to such Deposit Account. 



KRAMER & AMADO, P.C. 
1725 Duke Street, Suite 240 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
Phone: 703-519-9801 
Fax: 703-519-9802 



Respectfully submitted, 
Kramer & Amado, P.C. 



Date: 



September 25. 2008 
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